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Development of a Semantic allifferential Instrument for
Student Evaluation of Community College.Counseling Conferences

4

The importance of the counselor's ability to examine, criticize and improve

his counseling performance has been expressed by Many counselor educators
(e.g.,Boyend Pine, 1966; Patterson, 1964; Peters and Hanson? 1963; and

Truax, 1965). Martin and Gazda (.970) indicate that the need for a method

of counselor self7evaluation ettends beyond the training program.

Unfortunately, however, little research on themeasuxement of counselor
ectiveness has been reported (Blocker, 1966; Brown, 1969; and Thorsen,

1 1. For example, Brawn reviewed seven years of the Personnel and Guidance

Journal. Hemoted that although 161 articles (or 19%) were concerned with the

counseling process, only 36 articles (or 4.4%) dealt with outcomes;I Blown con-

cluded that relatively little research has dealt with counseling o tc6Mes. In

a recent review of literature, King (1975) stated "As a body,.psy

esiccially professional service providers...are not conscientious t Meek-
ing on the effectiveness of their work (p. 3)."

Furthermore, because it focuses on therapy or the majority

eof liter tune in this area has littlrelevance for ev uating the effectiveness

of con ity college counselors, The instruments developed by Ttudx and Carkhuff

(1966) d by Whiteley, Sprinthall, Mosher, and Donagh s (1967) for example, are

oriPnte toward psychotherapy. 'Other instruments and procedurep%euch as moose

present 4 by Eckstein (1914) and by Silverman and Quinn (1972) are designed for

covpsel r training. Whereai-these instruments an approaChes-Rrovide sugges-
.

ttons for measuring tht effectiveness of communip college coubseiors, none,

can tle adopted entirely:

4

Although the counselor evaluation instruments dev[loped at a number of commix-
.

nity colleges were reviewed (Delta College, MI, William Rainey Harper College,

Meramec Community College, MO, and Sacramento City Ciigege,CA: Kinne-

brew and Dayi 1973), none of theie colleges reported data*the validity or'

reliihility of their instruments. In addition, the role

defined by these instruments, varied from college to tol e

suggesting several items for instrument development, t

the counselor, as

Again, while
aCk of data on their

I technical characteristics made these, instruments inappropiiate for ou use.
i"

Reflecting this larger context, annual student evaluation of counselor effectiVe:

ness a4 Moraine Valley Community College has been conducted by means of three

unvalidated instruments., As we move toward increased 'accountability through-

outout college, however, a student services committee has developed a conceptual

design, for a comprehensive system,for evaluating counselor effectiveness. As

compoqnt of the larger system, the purpose of this:Project was to develop a

valid and reliable diagnostic instrumert for stddert evaluation of individual

counseling conferences.
'

.

.°
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Iri addition to the evaluation instruments of the comtunity colleges named -
previously, the literature reviewed for this project included books dealing
with counseling theory, a DATRIX II search of doctoral dissertations directed
toward the measurement of cnunselor effectiveness and review of ERIC.docu-
nents and journal articles concerned with evaltiation of counselor effective-
ness or the development of evaluatil instruments.

The literature search foc.uSed on effective counseling processes, anticipated
--codnseling outome-s-andaieaSuring counselor effectiveness. The literature re-

viuw is presented according to these-tpg#5:-
\,

Effective Counseling Processes

Although extensive, the literature regarding effective counseling processes
is contradictory. Rowe, Murphy, an De Csipkes (1 75) ,reviewed research re-
ported since 1960 on the relationshi between couns for characteristics and
Counseling effectiveness. Although a sizable effort has been invested in this 1

area, they viewed the results as generlly disappoint'ng, often,contradictory,
and only tentative:

\ .
,

. !..

On the one hand, Rogers (196W, Snyder and Snyder (1961), Truax (1963), Truax
, and Carkhuff (1964a); and T ar lace emphasis:on the counseling relationshipp

1
and the need to establish t i re ationship with the alient beforeseffeCtive
counseling can take place. heiez (1965) asserted that the counselor can ini-
tiate, facilitate, and maintAr; the interactive process if,he communicates
feelings of spontaneity and04fmth tolerance, respect, and sincerity. In order
to continue the interactive pfixess between the counselOr and the client,
.Patterson (1966) felt that a .m3.nimula of emphatiC understanding is necessary:

,empathy, interest, acceptance; and'pnderstanding are characteristics yhich
are essential for influencing others therapeutically.

4

n contrast, Rowe, et al. (i975) sqg gested that thefocus of research should
hit from the personality of the founselor eoparttcUlar behaviors, Skills,

interactions and their re1ationilhi0 to counseling Outcomes. Emphalsis should
ange fro( what the counselor is4,which is often arbitrarily define , to what

9 can perform. The authors, repotted that initial efforts at associ ing par-
ticular counselor behaviors th-lounseling,outcomes have produced op imistic
results., For instance; B ,Befenson, and Carkhuff t1966) have fo d that
clients of high-facilitativ counselors engage in significantly more self-
e:c.ploration than cliants,o0ow-Facilitative counselorS. Furthermore, numerous

i

investigations (summarized* Ca4huff, 1972) successfully demonstrate the sig-
nificant influence of h 11,1couliaelor facilitation on several indexes of cOun-

1 seling outcomes. Cafkhp ftvie0,'the high-facilitator as a person who possesses
a large repertoire of s s rather than7one who represents certain abstract
pe4onality traits. t y t 4

Several studies have baln Cort4.C.ted dealing with measured characteristics of
counselors. A number Otuges reported that th counselor is person-oriented
as opposed to things-ofieated4 This quality is v ously referred to as warmth,
frietidliness, altruism, lociAl service, and inte rsonAl sensitivity by
Stefflre, King, and Leggreti (1962), Combs and So er (1963), and Wicas and

4.
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Mahan (1966). Receptivity, another trait relevant to counselors, is reported
as passivity, conformity, flexibility, or absence of dogmatism (Steffire, King,
and Leafgren, 1962;'Comhs and Soper, 1963; Wicas and Mahan, 1966; and Milliken
and Paterson, 1967). 'A third trait counselors share is that of basic .ego
strength-or self-acceptance, which is identified as emotional stability,
self-Confidence, self-control, intelligence, or a greater involvement with
reality and problem solving than with one's own inner needs (Stefflre, King
and Leafgreri, 1962; Combs and Soper, 1963; and Wicas and Maham7-1966):

.g

.Despite the apparent diversity of theories and empirical finding, several
common themes identifying the charaiteristics of effective counselors emerge.
These inclu'de:

(I) Vie- ability to communicate personal self-acceptance;
(2) acceptance of the client;
(3) receptivity or responsiveness to the client; and
(4) support of the client.

Because these-processes are applicable to the educational; vocational and
personal-social domains of the client's life, they were used-as,fActors on the

Moraine Valley studen evaluation of counselor instrument to measure counseling

pocess. Terms sugge ted from the literature review such as "interested,"
lac epting," 'ketepti " "sensitive," and "comfortable" were used as items in
Seas ring these scales.

Anticipated Counseling Outcomes

In-recent years, student or, human development has been employed as a model off,
philosophy by community college counselors. Brown (1972) defined student develOp-
ment in terms of 4at college catalogs and goal statements often describe as the
"whole student" or the "literally educated" person. He noted that most college
goal statements aspire to promote independence of thought and critical thinking

wA in students; to make students better citizens. as well as to make them more knowl
edgeable about their cultural heritage/ to help students understand themselves
and relate better with others; and, af-course, to prepare them for a.profession.7

Rogers (1961b) indicated that counseling should help the client "become more
self-directing, less rigid, more open to the evidence of his senses, better or-
ganized and integrated, more similar to the idea which he has chosen for himself."

Patterson (f966) defined the. goal of counseling as "the changing of behavior
or perbonality in some respect.or to some extent." He also asserted that the
goal is for the client td becode a responsible, independent, self-actualizing
person capable of determining his own behavior."

.',

According to Smith (1974):

A-client is most likely to seek help because of either a problem
with the self (internal conflict) or an environmental concern ','

(inability to cope effecpiVhly with some aspect of external
reality). The task of the counselor - -in addition to.communicatiig

warmth, respect and empathy'. to the client - -is to help he 41447
discover the speCific probldm and clearly state his or' her go4:

1

. for the counseling process. . 4. C

6
.
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The outcomes of-counseling include a wide range of behavior change.. The
client should become more independent, or autonomous; he should devgiop
critical thinking abilities, gaining a greater sense of identity as well
as relating more effectively with others. The client should become Seer
but also more responsible; he should become more self- actualising.

From these rather specific outcomes of counseling, less specific, more
general outcomes were selected for use as factors on the student evaluation
of,counselors instrument. These areas include:

4

..

(1) conference worthwhilenoss;
4

(2) client independence; and.
(3) client self-acceptance,

(./'The 1%teDature review provided,definitions for these scaleq. conference worth-'whileneswis defined as a situation in which the counselee believes that he or
she hies been helped to overcome, obstacles to personal growth (APA, 1956).' .

Client independence is achieved when tie client believes he or she has become
more independent, self-directing, and autonomous (Patterson, 1966; ROgers,
1961b; and Chickering, 1969). Client self-acceptance is attained as the
client.becomes more self-actualizing in terms of determining his awn behavior'
'( Pattersow, 1966).

'
Measuring Counselor Effectiveness

A rating scale approach to the evaluation of counseling e ectiveness emerged
in the 1960's. In one form of this approa&, trained obse ers use carefully ,
cOnstructed'scalesito rate counselor performante on the basis of character-
istics considered essential for productive counseling. Two Such scales are
the Counselor Rating '(CRS) (Whiteley, Spridthall, Mosher and Donaghy,
1967) and the Truax and tarkhuff,Scales (1966). The CRS measures the coup -,
selor's behavior and his responses on projec ',tests. The truax and Carkh
Scales measure diffirent,levels o ounselor nctioning along several,"core
facilitating dimensions" such empathy, respect, genuineness, and cdacrete
mess. The psychotherapy orientation and trained observer requirement of th'e e)
rating scales made them inappropriate for this project.

In another form, of the rating scale approach, clients evaluate counselor
effectiVeness by recording their per captions of how often a number of coun-
selor behaviors occur. -Two examples of such scales are the Interview Retina
Sca31 (IRS) (Anderson and Anderson, 1962) and the .Counseling Evaluation In-
ventory (CEI) (Linden, Stone and Shertzer, 1965). The IRS consists of 50.
Likert-type items designed to provide an operational definition of the coun-
seling relationship characterized by "ideal rapport" between client and coun-
selor. The CEI consists of 21 Likert-type scaleswhich yield three factor
scores: counseling-climate, counselor comfort, and client satisfaction. ,s
Although the validity and reliability of the CEI has been established, and it
has been used in several studies of the effectiveness of college counselors,
the CEI factors were considered neither sufficiently sound theoretically nor,
sufficiently diagnostic for use at Moraine Valley.

7



4
5

Competency-based measurement of counselor effectiveness wai,.introduced by
Parcival in 1974.''In'his doctoral dissertation Percival fiad a jury panel
of counselor educators, consultants and'public school counselors validate
a list of 192 counselor competencies catagoriied into the-areas of counteling,4
consultation, coordination and orgafiization and evaluation.' In addition to
being geared to the training of public school counselors, Percival's instru-
ment was not tested in practice.

.41
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PROCEDURES

On the basis of this review of literature and of the context of'the problem,
the Student Evaluation of Counselors (SEC) was constructed, subjects were
selected, administration and scoring procedures were developed, and proce-
dures for establithing instrument validity and reliability were designed.

Construction of tee Student Evaluation1frof Counse rs (SEC)
1 . 0

Although numerous formats were c sid#red,

mantic differential. was selected because
and valid for many research pu ses (Osg,
ing to Kerlinger (1965), it is also fleX
varcying demands, quick and easy to admin

ential uses a simple format to measure t
various concepts.

Osgood (l96) suggests thXthre prim
affective mdaning. The first, most
dimension, the sObnd,is called otenc

. Foster (1973) suggest that "althbugh man
measure all three factors., the i vestiga

. .before he begins the careful pro ess of
scales." This.impligs that an i strumen
evaluative. factor is measured.

measured on,ope instrument.

The Moraine Valley instruments
to determine how effectively the
characteristics of effective co

. or worthwhileness of the counse
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n fact,
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format, development, reparati
comments.
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Concept selection. Chosen on tht basis of Osgood's (1957).criteria for cone
the following concepts represented tliecounseling'qodess a *d out

dimensi as: .
. f

e
.

(1)' During the counseling session, my'couneelor was
(2), During the counseling session; my cOunselor.

(3)' My, sessions with the counseldtwere:°
(4) As a result of my counseling session:

Scale selection. To measure each hypothesized Cactor, paired words or phraAs
were selected or dekreloped from existinglinstruments and scales according Ito, '
Oegood'S (1957) criteria for scale selectiOn.

ro-

ops,

pt

omens

9
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Quantifier selection. On the basis of a number of studies using'scald with
various intervals, Osgood (1957) recommedded using seven alternative , "since
with seven alternatives' all of them tend to be used and with roughly, if not
exactly, equal frequencies." A seven-point scale permits greater varlet.° 'in
responses and, therefore, would be a more sensitive measure of change t an
three- or five-point i.cales (Kirlinger, 1965).

. .

Typical directions for completing a semantic differential format desig ate the
central scale positiont"neutral",and the extreme positions "very." In hia.in-

\structions, Osgood calls the positions adjacent to the neutral centr position
"only slightly related" and the positions between these and the ext# es "quite
closely related" (1957). /.

7

'SEC quantifiers listed below thus parallel Osgood's seven alternative positions:

VERY QUITE- SLIGHTLY DOESN'T SLIGHTLY QUITE VERY
, APPLY

Since notIall clients would perceive all items as

.

being applicable to their par-
ticular counseling situation, "doesn't apply" was, substituted f9r "neutral."

-4 ,,

.
. .. .

'Forthat develo merit. Adapting Osgood (1957) recommendation to place each con-
i t at t e top f a separate page, the dimensions of counseling process and
c self outco s were therefOre assigned separate pages. The rder of factor
represent tion within a dimension andathe polarity of scales wer randomly assigned.
Coih-tossing (Heck , 1970) was used to'vary the order of both fa or representation
and polarity of it whenever possib34. As a result of the wor ng of scales
representing the f ctors of counselor support and worthwhileness, they were not . -
randomly assigned the ins meet. The polarity of items to m ure.these cony
cepts were randomly assigne wever. ,ti

For each of the thirty items, one. adjective was placed at each e d of an imaginary
hobrizontal lihe across the page. The seven quantifiers were and scored at the
top of each-set of adjectives, and a series of zero's and dots wer used to repp.-
sent the qbantifiers on each horizontal. line.

.\\\
Preparation'of instructions. Separate directions were developed for the counsel-
ing process and counselfng outcomes portions of the instrument. For the former, .

respondents were instructed to place an "X" at the point which represented their
given.

the

judgthent of the counseling methods used by the counselor; an example w
The directions for the counseling outcomes portion of the instrument ask
respondents to place an "X" at the point which represented their.feelings about
the results of their counseling sessions; no example was given.

Counseling se1=Arices. Since counseling lips viewed as encompassing the educational,

'vocational, and personal-social domai s of the client's life, Ohe speikfic ser-
vices provided by counselors were.eval ated also. Items "tp.peasup servicet,
such as giving accurate transfer infor..tion, were include a on the final page
ot the instrument. Using the Likert s ale below, respondents' were asked to re-

spond to the stem "This counselor provided "

STRONGLY MODER- SLIGHTLY D

AGREE ATELY AGREE ,

AGREE ,

SN'T SLIGHTLY M DER-7 gTRONGLY
PLY DISAGREE- ATELt DISAGREE

DISAGREE
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Summary comments. Consistent with the views of Warwick and Lininger (1975) two
open-ended questions were constructed for the final portion of the SEC. They

were designed so that "the respondent can follow, his own logic and chains of

association, free from the constraints of an imposed scheme:" In tune with the

purpose of the'instrument, the questions asked respondents to answer regarding

areas of strength and potential improvement for the counselor. A sampleSEC
instrument ispresenteld in Figure 1.

Insert Figure 1 about here

Subjects, Administration and Scoring of SEC

Subject selection and administration of SEC.- Records of contacts with all

students seen for individual counseling appointments from January /974 to Decem-

ber 1974 were maintained by ten counselors through the use of,IBM cards. The

student evaluation of counselors instrument was mailed duxing the spring of 1975

to these students, approximately 600 in n}imber. Instruments were returned by

210 students who had been seen once or twice and 71 students who tad been seen
three or more times-by counselors at Moraine Valley. This initial mailing was

designed toprvide information on the validity and oX thesinstrument.

-_Scoring.- Following t

(1957), response posi
from one for the less

The student r pOnse

clerk-typist o use

of student res onses for each.
sequently-xeco gled in an apm

e common, ractice initiated by Osgood and its associates
ions for each item were assigned integer values ranging - '

favorabli pole tcl seven for the e favorable pole.
e

noiCeN re cOde4 for keypunchiffg by a Motaine Valley
tran par nt scoring masks'to deiermin he numerical value

tem'(ReCht,, 1970). EaCII num cal value,wes sub-

riate bOx on a data coding s

For each strident,. - Moraine Valley keypunch operators punched alld verified 'an IBM

card containircFunselor designation an!;1 other'variables (HIcht, 1910).

Because factor scores are lessinmerous and have been shown 0-be Ore reliable

than individual i' scores (Hort, 1950), they 4tie computed to represent each

4r*--

student's "scores' on,the SEC. K e (1969) studied the validity o the assumed
.

1
factor structure o fourteen. adjective scales used to judge a numb r of concepts.

He concluded that !;erroneous results and Conclusions would be generated by scor-

ing and analyzing isponses bas&A, on,asauled scale performanca."';In addition,
.

researehers-and pr ctitionere have been a vised to specify 1o4cally (Heise, 1969)

.\ and investigate env, rieally (icKie'and Fo ter, 1972) the Structure of the condepi
.

\ domain under consideration. Therefore, SEC factor scores were computed On the

basis of factor analysts of SEC data raker than on .the basis of the hypothe-,

. ' sized concepts. ' I

Totalscore, dimension scores, and factor score( were calculated for each student

l'bysumming the weighted res33onses for appropriate items (Osgood, et al., 1957).,
The response oil each.item,was termed the scale ecore. A summary sheet, containing

the average_ total,. dimension, and factor scores

It also contained information regarding the, .of

epared for each counselor.
espondents and the per4
ed to counseling services. \\1centage of agreement with each of the quantifiers rela

11
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For each counselor and for a compos4.teof all' counselors, average scores of

each land were calculated. An SEC scale score profile sheet was constructed
to permit comparison of the individual, counselor's average item score profile
with the composite average item score profilg for all counselors.

Validation and Reliability Proced4es for SEC
$: .

Statistical and:logical prveddffs,were used to validate the SEC. Following the
recommendation of Bashook and Foster (1973), responses from all 281 student's
were pooled for a ptincipal.components analysis to evaluate the construct validity
of SEC. Content and constructevalidity were also eyaluated.by a jury panel con-
s sting of four counselorOucators, four Tommtnity college counselor admirals-

- trators.and four community,rniIpgp ounselorsl The counselors to be evaluated
by the SECicomprised an additional "ad hoc" jury panel. A sample of the.ques-.
tionnaire completed by the jury paneris presented in Figure 2.

0

Insert Figure 2 about here

Internal consistency-reliability coefficients were calculated forfactor scores
and the total score by means of Cronbach's Alpha. Point biserial correlations,
were calculated to evaluate the relationship between item and factor scores and
itelm and total scores.

t
All statistical calculations were performed on an IBM 370 computer using progreMS
FACTOR and TESTAT

'
(Veldman 1967, pp 174-180 and 222-Z36).

.

I
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Validity of-the SEC

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

it
i,'

Factor analysis. -1Principa/ components analysis of pooled
o outcomes factoronses,

with vari-

max rotation to simple structure, yielded three process and
which accounted"for 60 percent of the total common variance. As shown in Table 1,

the fgctor loadings suggested these factor descriptions: C ference Worthwhile-

\`ness, Client Independence, Acceptance of Client, Counselor Se f -Acceptance and

10

-

Counselor 5upport.

These empirical reS4ts agreed closely with the intended results of the'SEC.

-----..., As shown in Table 2, seven factors were in tially hypotheSized by the student

' service committee, and five were identified through the factor analysis. Sig -',

nificently,-two factors, "Counselor Support" (factor 5) and "Conference Worttl\

whileness' (factor 1), were identical to those,hypothesized bythe student

development committee. Among the other five hypothesized factiol-sl-one, "Re-.

sp.onsiveness to Client" (factor 6), split to become part of too process factors

"Acceptance of Client" (fadtor(3) and "Counselor Self-Acceptance" (factor 4);

and two,- "Client Self- Acceptance," (factor 8), and "Decision-Making Ability"

(factor 7), became one outcomes fadtor "Independence" (factor 2).
---...4_2*.

In addition, because no scales crossed
dimensions in this analysis,' it was in
and outcomes as separate and 'distinct

three soales which students apparently

over between the profess and orcomes
4rred that students perceived process
dimensions. This analysis al6p identified

perceived in different ways.

A second principal components analysis was calculated separately for th4 process

'and outcome scalesto establish the validity of the factors within each dimension.

Although .tads analysis yielded the same five factors shown in Table 1, it con-

firmed the ambiguity of three scales: "open/Closed,,'"I feel O.K./I feel not 0.K.;"

and "Encpuraged me to express ideas/Discouraged me from'expressing ideas." These

scalds were deleted from subsequent analyses.

/

Jury'panel analysis. Results of jury panel responses are prestnted in the order

of items on the jury panel questionnaire (Figure 2). In response tb the first

item, jurors indicated that directions were clearly worded. The percent of ju-

rors designating the clarity of each SEC item is shown in Table 2. .Although

all. items met the minimum standard of 70% agreement, some judges rated some

r items unclear to them.

------Table 2 also shows jury panel agreement on the dimension and factor location of

SEC items. Judges agreed on the dimension location of 29 of 30 SEC items. Fur-,

thermore, their dimension classification agreed'exactly with those df the student

Alrvices committee and with the results of the principal components analysis.

least 70 .percent of ,the jurors agreed on the factor placement of 15 of the

final 25 SEC, items; a surprising result considering that no definitions of

'factor names given to the jurors. Table 2 also shows that juror Olade-

ment of item on 'factors was more like the placement of the.student services:

committee than like the placement by factor analysis.

. However, the consistency between counseling theory, the structure hypothesized

by the student services committee, the confirmation by the principal componerits

analysis and the jury panel comprise evidence of the construct validity of the

- su .P
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Evidence of the content validity of the SEC,was provided by the jury panel, also.
Each SEC factor was rated either consistent or very consistent with counseling
theory by at least 70% of the jury panel. In addition, 75% of thg jury panel
rated the SEC dimensions appropriate or very appropriate for evaluating ,coun-
selor serviced'. In their open-ended comments, jurors complimented the compre-
hensiveness of e SEC and rated it! an appropriate way to assess. counselor
effectiveness. .

Reliability of the SEC

Item reliability. Item reliabilify in relation to total and factor scores,
were calculated using point biserial correlat4.ens. As presented in Table
for every scale, the correlation between item and factor score was higher t an
the correlation between item and total score. Thus, the instrument is muli
dimensional.

. 4

Insert Table 2 about here

.-,

Item-factor reliabilities ringed from a high of .87 to.a low of .66. Using .70
is a minimum acceptable internal consistency coefficient (Tuckman, 19.72),
items 6,."honestldishoneSt" and 8, "attentive /inattentive" were eliminated-
from further analyses.'

Reliability of total, dimension and factor scores. Deletion of three ambiguous
and two unreliable items reduced the numberpf SEC items from 30 to 25. Factor,

dimension, and total scores, glerefore, were calculated over 25 items.

determine whether SEC scores were sufficiently free of chance errors to'per-
t use of total, dimension,and factor scores, internal consistency reliability

coefficients.were calculated using Cronbach's Alpha. As shown in Table 3, the
total score had the highest reliability and the outcome dimension was slightly
more reliable than the process dimension. All of the compoSite score reliabili-
ties exceeded the .70 minimum acceptable level. The standard error of a total
score was cpoints out of a maximum possible score.a.245. These analyses confirm
the reliability of the SEC for practical use.

Table 3

Alpha Reliability Coefficients for SEC Composite Scores

TOTAL SCORE 9;
DIMENSIONS--
Process ,. . .87

Outcomes - ,......\, .90

FACTORS -- , .
1

,

Acceptance of Client
1

.85

,$uppbrt of Client .69

'Counselor Self-Acceptance . .74

Woithwhileness .90 ,

,Client Independence .85 . .

4
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SUMMARY
.

Initial developifnt of a semantic differential ispitrument foY student e aluation

of counseling conferences was described in this paper..

Rased upon jury panel and p rincipal components"analy§is, the SEC shows substan-

tial content and construct validity. In addition, SEC total, dimensi and.

factor scores,have internal consistency reliability coefficients whi are com-

parable to those reported for many commercially published standardiz tests.

The validity and reliability of SEC factor scores permits their din ostic use

in'assessing the effectiveness of counselor performance on the proc and out-,

lois dimensions.

Limitations in the initial development of the SEC include:

. .Use of only 10 counselors ih one institution as the sample

evaluated

. Use of only 281 student evaluators-
;

A

. Lack of norms or perfokmance standards for interpretat an
of results

All of these limitations wi14. be eliminated as further dev= apmeni occurs.

Meanwhile, even in its initial stage, the SEC represents positive contribution

to the devekbpment of a comprehensive system for the e ation of counselor

effectiveness at Moraine Valley.

15
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MORAINE VALLEY COMMUNI.TY COLLEGE
Figure 1

Student Evaluation of Counselors

Counselor's Name:

Para I. rounaeling PAoci44

Directions: For each pair of words or phrases, place an "X" at the poin
which represents yoUr judgement of the counseling methods
by this counselor. For example, if you reel that your coun o
was very supportive, mark your paper like this:

supportive

. Doesn't A

Very Quite Slightly' °Apply Slightly Quite Very

X 0
Vu4ing the counseling aubion, my coumetot kiss: ril ,

,

2111.1:2: Very
ti

o 0
:

' communicating

o %0 interested

A ',1
o 0 y'/.7. .4 uncomfortable

o
'',*.

0 ,47,, receptive

o 0 rejecting

honest-o , O.

o 0 . 'tuned in .

o 0 inattentive

o 0 relaxed

o" 0 impersonal

o 0 open , ,
,,

.1

i

/confusing

Very Quite Slightly
Doesn't
Apply Slightly

0 0 :

indifferent 0 o . :

comfortable O 'o .
:

:

non-receptive 0 o . :

accepting 0 0 :

dishonest 0 o . :

...

tuned out 0 0 . :

attentive 0 o . :

1

tense 0 o :

714"
"

Personal 0 0 :

r

closed 0 0 :

o

.

sensitive 0

Durting the coameting 6e46.an, my cottnletort:

rtive

o e 0 insensitive

Strongly Moderately Slightly Doesn't Slightly Moderately Strongly

Agree Agree Agree. Apply Agree , Agree , Aimee

discourageeme
from expressing
ideas 0

offered
alternativpp 0 0

.

encouraged
independence 0 o*

avoided my
feelings , 0 a . 1 :

. .

encouraged me
to deal with
my problem . 0 o

encouraged hie

to express
o 0 ideas ,

dictated the
0 solutions

encouraged
o 0 dependence

helped me to
o 0 empress cy

feelinp/

o 0'

avoided my
problem



Pant II. noun sing Outcomes

Directions: For each pair of words or .phrases,

represents your feelings about the
.sessions with this counselor.'

My e44on6 with the counseloa tom:

'meaningless

worthless

helpful

unsatisfactory

place an "X" at the point Which
results"óf your counseling

Doesn't
Very Quite ApplySlightly .Slightly Quite- Very

O 0 . : .

0

O 0 . : .

O 0 . : .

0. o

Ad et aeautt 06 my pc:Adding aeSaion:

decisions were
made for me

I have a more

positime_atti-
tude about
myself

Strongly Moderately Slightly
Agree Agree Agree

'0

I was helped,
to see my
problem 0

I feel shut
off. 0

I learned new
ways of
behaving 0

I was encouraged

to think for
myself 0

I feel not O.K. 0

0

0

0

0

0

I 'would refer

other students
to this counselor 0 0

I have less con-
fidence in my

abilities and
decisions 0

IP

0 meaningful

0 Worthw *le

harmf

o 70 satisf t

sn!t Slightly Moderately Strongly
Apply Agree Agree Agree.

-

. ..t

e

21

I as learning
O 0 to make my

on decisions

0

0

0

I have a more
negative at-
t4tude'about

0 .zayself

I was not
helped to see
my problem

I feel I can
O return to my

counselor

did not
ream new Ways

o 0 of behaving

0

0

I received a
great -deal of

O advice

O I feel O.K.

I would not
refer other

0 students to
this counselor

I have more
confidence in
my abilities

o 0 and decisions

.41

1



Parst.111.. Courading Semiceli

Di4Obtions: Please place an "X" at the point which represents your judgement of -
the counseling services provided by this counselor.

_ ThiA courado oovided aerviite by:

giving accurst
on.MVCC course

information

f
Strongly Moderately Slightly Doesn:t Slightly Moderately Strongly
Agree Agree Agree Apply Disagree Disagree Disagree'

giving accurate information/
On MVCC certificate and
degree requirements.

giving accurate transfer
information

giving adequate assistance
with my career planning

adequately assisting me
with my personal concerns

directing me to appropriate
aulio-visual and printed
in ormation

referring me to an appro-
priate staff peison who
could help me /

0 0 0 0

0 0

.

0 .. o 0

0 0

0 o-

..re

0 0 o 0

0 o .
.-.

Para IV. Summam Comments' .
,

c

Directions: Please answer in tht spaces below. You may want to describe eh incident

to.illustrate your cor=ents. Use other side of, paper, if tnecestary..

' -

. 1

,I

1

1. What contributes most to this counselor's effectiveness?.
4-

-1' A

2. In what ways could this counselor increase his/her effectiveness?

a

.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONTRIBUTION

22
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PART I. tudent Evaluation of COunsellons Instrument

Figure 2

QUESTIONNAIRE
- COUNSELOR EVALUATION INSTRUMENT

."""

_

The Stude t Evaluation of Counselors instrument is to b completed by
students who have seen a counselor for individual couns ling. Please
indicate your response to the following items regardin this instru-
ment.

41.

Underline any directions on the instrument which are not clearly
worded. '

Please circle the numbers of the items on the Student Evaluation of
Counselors instrument which are not clear in thiir meaning.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ld 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

22 '23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37

ct

The items for the Student Evaluation of Counselors instrument we're_
divided into two dimensions: Process and Outcomes. These dimensions
were divided into five scales: Counselor Acceptance of Counselee, Counselor
Support of Counselee, Counselor O.K.ness, Worthwhileness and Counselee In-
dependence. The names of the dimensions and scales are listed below. Please
write the numbers of the items (1-30) which in your judgement fit each
dimension and scale.

DIMENSIONCounseling Process

DIMENSIONCounseling Outcomes.

SCALE -- Acceptance of Counselee
r.

SCALECounselor Support

SCALE--Counselor 'O.Lness

SCALEa,Worthwhileness

23
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2

SCALE--Counselee independence
..

What additional scales, should be considered for use on the instrument?, 1

\,
What additional items should be

7

con idered for use On the instrument?

1

Please indicate the degree to which the scales are or are not consiste
with your perception of counseling theory. The key is as f011ows:

Very
.

Consistent ConsiStent

:.,

0 0

0

0

9

0

4

0

a

0

Neutral Very
Inconsistent L9nconsis tent

O 1 0

Acceptance o Counselee

Counselor Support

illit

Counselor 0.K.ness

O i

Worthwhileness

N

o ,,

o 0

V

O 1 0
I t

0

Counselee Independence

.

I.
. o'

,

0

0



The model for this instrument is hat counseling process, counseling optcomes
And counseling services,be evalu ted. Please indicate the degree of appro--
priateness'in evaluating counseling services on this instrument

Very
Appropriate

6

ApprOpriate
eutral Very

Inapprxiate Inappropriate

Please make any comments which weld support your judgement.

- 0 o

Part II. Additional Comments

Please make any additional comments r
appropriateness of this ihstrumept.

.4

garding the construction, use or

0.06.

O

THANK YOU FO YOUR ASS STANCE. ,

\.

tb,
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Table 2
SEC Item Validation by Jury Panel, Student Services Committee

and Principal- Components Analysis

tic '

Scale

Percent of ,
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on Iem--elarity

,. Jury,Panel
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Student Services
, Committee Fictor Analysis

FactorDimension Dimension Factor Di nsion
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Key: *26.Item deleted from instrument
P =Processes
0 = Outcomes
- = Disagreement

n alp

1 ='G4Rnference Wort4whApness
2 = Client Independentr /-
3 = Counselor Acceptance of Client
4 = Counselor Self-Acceptance
5= Counselor Support
6 Counselor Responses to Clint
7 = Client Decisicn-lisking Ability
8 s Client Self-Acceptance



Table 3

Ppiit-Biserial Correlations JUL 3 0 1976
Between. SEC Itetis and Total and Factor' Scores

- CLEARING SE FOR

UNIVERSITY. OF. CALIF.

LOS ANGELES
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.7766

-.... X863,
'*---._ ----------.--....
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